
FRIENDS OF .THE RIVER
SACRAMENTO R/VF, R PRESERVATION TRUST

@~ . MOTHER LODE CHA~ SIERRA CLUB
r ’ B~ ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL" .

August 1 I, 1998

Letter Snow ¯
.cALm  OeI          "
1416 Ninth Stzeet Suite. 1!55
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re, Dma, Slin!ing & Implementation Plan (815/98 version)..
"

Dear M~,. Snow: . ¯

Thank you. for soliciting public comments concerning the CALFED Bay Delta
Prosram°s draft staging.and implementation plan (8/5/98 veroion), We are

¯ compelled.to pro~.est the August 11 deadline for submission of comments,~
The postmark onthe noticeof the plan°s avaflabihty is August 7 and it was
not generally received by most recipients until August 10, One day .is no~
adequate to review and fully commem on the draft plan, Therefore~ our¯

@ ~. comments a~ t~,~. time..if,oc~., on just one aspe~ of the p]ar~,
.~

"

As co~serv~tl~zt organizations based in �he Sacramemo Valley-, with long .
histories o~ workingto.protecb .conse~ve,.and restore the Sacramento Rix~er’s
Outstanding natural values, we are concerned about the draft plan:s "
Ecosystem Restoration Stage ! implementation actions concernin8 the riverl

Accordi~l~ to fHe draft plait (Pg.i 28)/. aThe p.HoHt~e,s ~or r~storation a ,ctivities
will be first on existing public, lands as appropriate, second on acquksition ot:
easements, and trdrd on acquis, ition ot: fee title as.necessary to achieve " .              .-~
program objectives," A specific.action in the draft plan (a~ on pg.~ 28)is to
"Complete the remaining 60%.o~ the easements and/or acquisition forthe
Sacramento River meander corridor [approximately $30 millionxequixed] (Yr

There are curre~-~..fly .insufficient public ~ands abng the Sacramento River to
comp!ete the establishment of a riparian meander corridor aS envisioned by.
.~tafe. and .~ederel programs (SB. 1086, CVPIA, CALFED). The next priority, in
the draet~ plan is the acquisition of easements, However, we don’t believe that
easements along d’te Sacra~nentu River..will meet CALI~ED’s Stage I or longer
~erm restoration goals and objectives.                              .
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¯ Past easements along the Sacramento Riverlntended.to p.rot~.~ r~pz.dan
habitat have proven to be ineffective..~ A review by the U,S- 1~ish and Wildlife
Service of riparian easemenfs along thc river associated with bank p1’ot~tion
projects found tha~ many so called "riparian easements" were under ¯
agriculttrral, cultivation or ~completely,.clearea of native vegetation to facilitate
levee and bank inspe~ons. In addition, ~’iparian revegetation efforts
intended, to mitigate bank protection projects .on the Sacramento River have:
~fter~ trailed because no investmertt was made in long tcrm maintenance.
Unless an agency i~. responsible for the ~prcrper protection, maintenance, and.
manai~eu~eztt vf e~ements, ir is ttrdlkely tht the plan’s emphasm on~      .
easements will meet CALb~D objectives..

Further, acqu~s~ti~ of ~ser~ents may not be a cost-effective ~vestment of
public money, since easements are nearly as expensive as fee title acquisRior~
Given the potential h~effective~s$ of~a~em~tts in ac~aIIy procectin~ and
restoring riparian habitat along the fiver, it would seem that fee title
acquisition would have greater cost benefits, wlqile better ensuring
achievement of restoration objectives.                       .

 dai io , w  ip ri i it t alo s ’ "¯" " Sacramento .River has alreadybeen acquired fromwill~g sellers by.federal
and state agencies. It.makes no sense to switch from the existing program of
fee tRleacquisition ~o an empttasi~ oneasements. Depen.ding on what entity
becomes responsible ifor the management of.CALI~D easements;: another..
layer ol government bureaucracy could be injected into lhc exi~t-h.-tg state and: "

federal management responsibilities along the river.

Finally~ we am .also c0rtcemed about thedraft plan’s’emphasis (also on pg. 28)
on developing a.nd. i~plemenfing "...~n .outreaCh, coordimition, and.
partnerin~ program, w’i. "tb. local .landOwners including-individuals,
Reclamation Districts, Resource Conservation Districts, Water Authorities,..
i~rigation districls~ l~az’m Bur~us, ~tc. to a~sure participation in planrt’mg

design, ira.., plementationo~ .. and management of ERP projec~sy

This .action apparently excludes a.number, of important
including conse .rvation organizations, sport and commercial fishing. groups,.
r~creation, i.nteres~,s~ profcssional orga~.a~ions, academia, ax~l the publlc
general - many of whom were instrumental in establishin~ the Sacramen~
River meander corridor pol~cies and riparian habitat acquisition l~:.,,,-0grams~
certainly puts an unfair and legally questionableemphasison "landowners"-
while virtually ignoring other, stakeholders and interests that should be.
co~siderecI, v.ahi~ble CALF~D .partners ......

We u1"se that th~ draft stabdn~ and implementation p!an be revised to:
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I. Continue the fee ti~e acquisition of the riparian meander corridor along
the Sacramento River.

2. E~tabllah a mul~i-agertcy coordinating entity respor~ible fo~ ~t~t~ging the
Sacramento River. m6ander corridor," with representatives from federal,
state, and local agencies; conservation "interests; landowners; other.interest
groups; and the general public.

3. ]~mphasizeCALl~D ecosystem restoration partnerships with
stakeholders and. public interests, not just landowners.

Our respective organizations may be. submitting .further comments on the
draft staging and implementation plan, but we wanted to be sure to submit
the$~, enrarnents by thetmreasonable Aug. 11 deadline.

Thm’~k you ~oL" yo .tU" ~:¢nu,#iderafion.

Sinc.erely,

Conservation Director
Friends of the River

~ohn B. Merz
Chairman
Sacramento River Preservation Trust.

Brad Bristow’
Conservation Chaff
Mother Lode Chapt~.r .qi~.rra

Barbara Viamis ~ ,
General Manager ,
Butte En#iro.nmental Council
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